SPSS and M+ datasets and syntaxes related with the study are published and available here: <https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.12357593.v1>.

Introduction {#sec005}
============

Brexit has not only signified a political change but, more than anything, a major social change in immigrants' life. It is reflected in the statistics which show that there has been a rise in the number of European citizens leaving the UK since the Brexit vote. In 2016, a 84.000 drop in migration to the UK---the lowest level for nearly three years---was driven by a 40.000 rise in emigration compared to 2015. According to The Guardian---a leading British newspaper---the immigration drop was partly caused by a dropping number of 25.000 Poles and other Eastern Europeans---citizens coming to work in Britain, probably affected negatively by the referendum vote \[[@pone.0236168.ref001]\], and a 16.000 rise in the number of them leaving the UK. Generally speaking, the Brexit vote, among others, has elucidated the right-wing anti-globalisation movement which may result in negative social behaviours such as xenophobia reflected in the experience of minorities \[[@pone.0236168.ref002]\]. The anti-immigrant rhetoric of some political leaders in the UK has led to a rising number of racially aggravated offences towards immigrants after Brexit vote \[[@pone.0236168.ref003], [@pone.0236168.ref004]\]. The evident examples included cards saying "Leave the EU/No more Polish vermin" left outside primary schools in Huntingdon, Cambridgeshire \[[@pone.0236168.ref005]\], and the tragic example of the murder of a middle-aged Polish factory worker---Arkadiusz Jóźwik who after being heard speaking Polish was punched to the ground \[[@pone.0236168.ref006]\]. Racism, racially motivated hostility, and xenophobia in the UK are not new phenomena. Hate crimes and racially motivated hostility strongly correspond to shifts in demographics, political, and economic trends \[[@pone.0236168.ref007]\] Brexit vote. However, the Brexit results "legitimised" these and caused a significant increase in their occurrence \[[@pone.0236168.ref008]\] towards not only Polish but also other minorities living in the UK \[[@pone.0236168.ref009], [@pone.0236168.ref010]\]. Despite a growing interest in the after Brexit vote consequences with many papers exploring racist hate crimes as a posttraumatic stress disorder and victimisation \[[@pone.0236168.ref001]\], there is not much evidence presenting the psychological effects of this political decision experienced by migrant employees. Also, while there is a regular survey to study the psychological well-being (PWB) of UK citizens, there is a considerable lack of attention paid to the PWB of the immigrants, also in the scientific terms \[[@pone.0236168.ref004]\]. In an organisational context, racially motivated hostility may take more latent or open form. The first one may be expressed in the form of a change of attitude into more hostile and can be observed through indirect unfriendly behaviours. The latter one is manifested through incidents of discrimination, hateful behaviours and may even take a form of workplace harassment. Therefore, the present study aims to examine a possible change in attitude or behaviour of supervisors (NCS) or co-workers (NCC), perceived stress (PSS) and its consequences on well-being of migrant employees.

Perception of Poles living in the UK over time {#sec006}
----------------------------------------------

The EU Succession of Poland and seven other countries (A8) on 1st of May 2004 triggered a mass economic migration within the EU. While the majority of existing EU members restricted access to their labour markets for citizens of newly joined countries, the UK as one out of three countries allowed legal work immediately after EU enlargement. This political decision was made due to significant shortages in the labour market in low-paid and low-skilled jobs \[[@pone.0236168.ref011]\]. Many people experiencing high unemployment, lack of career opportunities, and low wages in Poland decided to leave for the UK to work and settle down \[[@pone.0236168.ref012]\]. Within less than a decade, the Polish-born population enlarged almost ten times, reaching a number over half of a million. The statistics show that 15 years after the EU succession, there are over a million Polish-speaking people in the UK \[[@pone.0236168.ref013]\]. It constitutes about 2% of the whole UK population, which makes Polish people the largest non-British nationality residing in the UK. At the time of EU succession, Polish people were considered as hardworking, honest and acknowledged by British people for their contribution in the recent history of England, in other words, they were perceived as desirable employees on the UK labour market. Yet, the image of Polish people has gradually changed after the UK's market suffered from economic problems due to the crisis in 2008. At the very same time, the Polish population enlarged from 50.000 to about a million. Being an EU member, UK was bound by freedom of movement law which at some point was regarded as the main political reason causing problems on the UK's market. To get a vote of approval, leaders of some political parties claimed free migration as a challenging issue while intensifying their anti-immigrant rhetoric. In 2016, the Leave campaign argued that leaving the EU would allow Britain to "take back control of its borders". The other politician---Amber Rudd during the Conservative Party's conference in October 2017 said that foreign workers should not be "taking jobs that British people could do" echoing Gordon Brown's "British jobs for British workers" remark in 2007 \[[@pone.0236168.ref008]\]. Not only politicians contributed to the change of perception of Polish people living in the UK, but it was media who played a leading role in this process, mainly three of them: The Sun, the Express, and the Daily Mail \[[@pone.0236168.ref014]\]. As a result, the European Commission against Racism and Intolerance in 2016 denounced the UK newspapers for using offensive, discriminatory language.

Social consequences of Brexit vote {#sec007}
----------------------------------

After the conservative party won the election in 2015, under the pressure of society and media, the prime minister, David Cameron, announced the Brexit referendum. Surprisingly, most electors, yet slightly over the half, with the majority of votes of the older population decided to leave the EU. This situation sparked a large number of hateful incidents towards minority groups living in the UK. The analysis of over a hundred of racist violence incidents after Brexit vote supported the link between the rhetoric of politicians and behaviour of perpetrators \[[@pone.0236168.ref009]\]. By engaging in hostile behaviours, the offenders may feel like they are "executing" the results of the vote. They perceive their behaviour as totally justified and believe their acts of aggression are even patriotic. Comparing the situation of Polish people in the UK after Brexit vote and the minorities in the US after 9/11, one can observe apparent similarities. Craig-Henderson and Sloan expressed it as follows: "Since the September 11 terrorists attacks, the Civil Rights Division of the Justice Department has noted a dramatic increase in the number of violent hate crimes directed at people who are perceived to be Arab, Muslim, or simply Middle Eastern. In general, Middle Easterners have been targeted because they are perceived to share membership in the ethnic group to which the perpetrators of the terrorist attacks belong. There is evidence that the Americans who have perpetrated anti-Middle Eastern hate crimes in the wake of 09/11 and have been apprehended see themselves as strongly patriotic and believe their aggression to be retaliatory and justified" \[[@pone.0236168.ref015]\], p. 482. Polish migrants have been targeted due to their membership to an ethnic group considered a "threat" to the UK citizens. However, this threat has not been physical but rather economic \[[@pone.0236168.ref016]\]. Within 15 years as a result of strong political discourse, the image of Poles has changed from desirable members of society to the members of the threatening group. It is reflected in both public and organisational environments which may be manifested in a negative change in attitude and hostile behaviour in the workplace. The arising question here is whether the collaborative work of Polish and British people for more than a decade has not built a bond strong enough to overcome the stereotypical perception of Poles as threatening minority group.

A negative change in attitude or behaviour of supervisors and co-workers {#sec008}
------------------------------------------------------------------------

In an organisational setting, employees view their work relationships either with the organisation or its authorities as social exchanges \[[@pone.0236168.ref017], [@pone.0236168.ref018]\]. In the light of uncertainty coming from an unstable political situation after Brexit vote, migrants may project their experiences of societal change in attitude on their work relationships. The change of attitude may relate to the fairness of judgments. Thau, Aquino, and Wittek \[[@pone.0236168.ref019]\] have extensively researched this concept with antisocial and hostile behaviours, in the framework of uncertainty management theory (UMT) which specifies the mechanisms of fairness judgments affecting work behaviours \[[@pone.0236168.ref020]\]. Following UMT, employees focus on fairness information, especially when they face uncertainty. It may relate to the trustworthiness of the authority in a decision-making situation \[[@pone.0236168.ref021]\]. The relational model of procedural justice, fair procedures have an impact on relational bonds among people and group authorities, e.g., supervisors, managers \[[@pone.0236168.ref022]\]. Fair procedures reflect status to members of an organisation by communicating to the employees that "if we treat you fairly, we must care about you or respect you." \[[@pone.0236168.ref023]\]. Finally, there are some possible boundary conditions for the well-established empirical relationship between justice perceptions and antisocial work behaviour \[[@pone.0236168.ref024]--[@pone.0236168.ref026]\]. On the other hand, uncertainty may be linked with instability, both financial and emotional, as a result of the Brexit vote for the minority groups who mostly migrated to the UK. On this basis, the following hypothesis is set (H1): *Respondents observed the negative change in attitude or behaviour of supervisors and co-workers after Brexit vote*.

Organisational policy and perceived stress {#sec009}
------------------------------------------

Significant political changes have socioeconomic consequences which are experienced by organisations and institutions and have a substantial impact on the company's internal policy. Landells and Albrecht \[[@pone.0236168.ref027]\] have undertaken an attempt to develop a richer understanding of how employees perceive organisational politics in contemporary organisational contexts, in positive and negative terms. The findings, among others, revealed that political behaviours were described by five established bases of organisational power: connection power, information power, coercive power, positional power, and personal power. It leads to the assumption of behaviour displayed by employees on various organisational levels exert a sense of power. Moreover, organisational politics have direct, moderated, and mediated effects on stress-related outcomes experienced by employees \[[@pone.0236168.ref028], [@pone.0236168.ref029]\]. An organisational policy may be proactive or reactive. Reactive behaviours such as avoidance of action, avoidance of responsibility, strategy of passiveness appear more frequently in of the face of change. For instance, an employee perceives a change of rule as a threat that may harm his or her interests and thus acts to mitigate the losses in the future. Every abnormality in the work environment can be a trigger to stress, fear, feeling of threat, and other negative cognitive-emotional states. According to the Process Model of Organizational Politics and Stress \[[@pone.0236168.ref030]\] which underlines the role of perception of organisational politics, political behaviour, and political skills in determining stress-related outcomes, including psychological and physiological well-being as well as job burnout, the following hypothesis is set (H2): *A negative change in attitude or behaviour of supervisors and co-workers increases the level of perceived stress*.

The role of social support in stress reduction {#sec010}
----------------------------------------------

In the face of demanding life situations imposing major changes, individual's personal resources are of prime importance as well-being and adjustment capabilities depend on them. Hobfoll \[[@pone.0236168.ref031]\] indicated 74 different types of resources grouped into internal and external ones. The first group of resources embrace values (e.g., development, life, family), psychological capital (e.g., coping with stress, emotional intelligence, the locus of control, optimism, hardiness, self-esteem) and personality traits. External resources, also understood as environmental, may vary with regard to living conditions of an individual. In a work context, positive environmental resources comprise autonomy, constructive feedback, rewards, social support and a positive change in behaviour, and attitude of supervisors/co-workers. A rich vein of contemporary scholarship sustains that these personal and environmental factors may reduce stress and enhance the level of PWB \[[@pone.0236168.ref032]--[@pone.0236168.ref034]\]. On this basis, the following hypothesis is set (H3): *Social support moderates the relationship between the negative change in attitude or behaviour of supervisors and co-workers and perceived stress*.

Perceived stress and its outcomes {#sec011}
---------------------------------

Stress-related variables have been widely researched in occupational and organisational settings \[[@pone.0236168.ref035], [@pone.0236168.ref036]\]. Perceived stress may result in negative consequences as an effect of complex interactions among many variables (e.g. psychological wellbeing, physical health and job satisfaction, \[[@pone.0236168.ref037]\]). Despite physical, psychological and behavioural outcomes, the research indicates a strong relationship between PSS and intention to leave an organisation \[[@pone.0236168.ref038]\]. Specifically, PSS affects intention to leave both directly and indirectly \[[@pone.0236168.ref039], [@pone.0236168.ref040]\]. The prevailing definition of intention to leave encompasses an employee's intention to quit a current job position and being excited about looking for another job in the near future \[[@pone.0236168.ref041]\]. Although the literature widely explores intention to leave in an organisational context, our study strictly focuses on the intention to leave the UK. A vast amount of migration studies have explored perceived stress in the process or as an effect of moving countries. In particular, \[[@pone.0236168.ref042]\] verified following domains of post-migration stress: perceived discrimination, lack of host country specific competences, material and economic strain, loss of home country, family and home country concerns, social strain, and family conflicts. Another research has elaborated on the consequences of international migration on the example of Polish migrant workers in Scotland \[[@pone.0236168.ref043]\]. The results advocate stress factors from the social and work-related perspectives. Identified challenges related to communication and unfamiliarity with the new environment and culture which explicates the fact that cross-border migration imposes vulnerability on migrants as they have to deal with a wide range of adjustment demands. On this basis, the following hypothesis is set (H4): *Perceived stress increases the level of intention to leave the UK*. SWB entails an evaluation of life in terms of satisfaction and balance between positive and negative affect while PWB encompasses perception of engagement with existential challenges of life through six components: self-Acceptance, personal growth, purpose in life, positive relations with others environmental mastery and autonomy \[[@pone.0236168.ref044]\]. Research has shown the connection of PWB with performance in a work setting \[[@pone.0236168.ref045], [@pone.0236168.ref046]\] reflected in successful relations \[[@pone.0236168.ref047]\]. On the more negative side, there is a wide range of research investigating complex interaction between stress and PWB \[[@pone.0236168.ref048]\], especially with a mediating role of variables such as the internal locus of control or social problem-solving. Work-related antisocial behaviours and any other racial/ethnic discrimination may inflict chronic stress associated with the risk of developing mental and physical disorders over time. The latter one has been consistently associated with low PWB represented by poor mental health outcomes among racial/ethnic minority group members such as high levels of depression, anxiety, anger, and symptoms of posttraumatic stress \[[@pone.0236168.ref049]\]. As well-being is related to positive affect and life satisfaction \[[@pone.0236168.ref050]\], we decided to examine this relation in more depth. Life satisfaction is defined as a 'cognitive evaluation of one's life as a whole' \[[@pone.0236168.ref051]\], p. 550 but also as a degree to which an individual judge the quality of their life favourably \[[@pone.0236168.ref052]\]. Thus, it can be stated that life satisfaction represents an evaluative judgment which has been identified as a distinct construct from well-being. Some researchers argued that life satisfaction judgments are distorted by contextual influences such as small fluctuations in the mood of the respondent \[[@pone.0236168.ref053]\], or temporary events occurring in a person's life. Others pointed out that major life events or changes in life domains, either positive or negative, may indeed initially influence one's level of life satisfaction or overall subjective well-being, but they exert a short-term impact. People soon adapt to their new circumstances, and their level of life satisfaction returns to the level reported before a significant event or change \[[@pone.0236168.ref054]\]. In the light of the above-mentioned consideration, we have assumed that information about the UK leaving the European Union may be perceived by immigrants as a major change in their life as some of them would lose the rights to work and live in the UK. It is worth exploring whether this change influenced their life satisfaction at all. On this basis, the following hypothesis is set (H5): *Perceived stress decreases the level of psychological well-being and life satisfaction*. Based on the above-mentioned psychological literature review and presented hypotheses, we postulated the following model ([Fig 1](#pone.0236168.g001){ref-type="fig"}).

![Postulated model.](pone.0236168.g001){#pone.0236168.g001}

Materials and methods {#sec012}
=====================

Sample and procedure {#sec013}
--------------------

600 individuals were invited to take part in a study, 551 completed the survey (response rate equals to 92%). A majority of the sample comprised women (75%). The average age was 33 years (SD: 7.66), ranging from 17 to 64. Most participants hold a higher education degree (51%) and graduated from high school (41%). The sample's distribution in terms of place of residence is not equal, but it is geographically representative having an approximate distribution to the population of Polish people living in the UK ([Fig 2](#pone.0236168.g002){ref-type="fig"}; House of Commons Report 2019). Prior to the research, the approval of the departmental ethics committee (Social Sciences Department) was obtained. The participants rated their financial situation as good (81%), 17% rated a difficult situation which is weekly correlated with PSS (r = .19, p \<.05). The average stay in the UK is eight years (SD: 4.63), ranging from six months to 38 years. Data were collected in July 2016 using an online survey platform, Qualtrics, which took up to 10 minutes to complete. The participants were recruited via social media from various Polish community groups on Facebook e.g. "Poles in the UK" \[Polacy w UK\], "Poles in Northern Ireland" \[Polacy w Irlandii Północnej\], "Poles in Scotland" \[Polacy w Szkocji\], "Poles in Wales" \[Polacy w Walii\], "Ask.us" \[Zapytaj.us\]. The Facebook post contained an introductory note and a link to the survey. Before the participants completed an anonymous online version of the questionnaires, they were informed of the voluntary nature of their participation, that it was conducted for scientific purposes and it investigated various aspects of human functioning. The participants completed all measures described below and did not receive any reward.

![The distribution of place of residence of Poles living in the UK in the sample and the population.](pone.0236168.g002){#pone.0236168.g002}

Measures {#sec014}
--------

**The change in attitude or behaviour of supervisors and co-workers** was measured by a generated item "Have you noticed the change in attitude/behaviour of your British supervisors (co-workers, corresponding) towards you after Brexit referendum?" with following single-choice answers from (5) "I have noticed very positive change of attitude or in the behaviour of British supervisors" to (1) "I have noticed very negative change of attitude or in behaviour of British supervisors" (co-workers, corresponding). **Perceived Stress** was measured by Perceived Stress Scale---Mind Garden, which is used for measuring the perception of stress (Cohen, Kamarck, and Mermelstein (1983), in the adaptation of Juczyński and Ogińska-Bulik (2009). The tool measures the degree to which situations in one's life are considered stressful. Items refer to how uncontrollable, unpredictable, and overloading the life is at the present moment. The tool refers to the last month. The items have a general meaning and are relatively free of specific content. The scale consists of 10 items rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale from 0 (never) to 4 (very often). The tool has proven to be valid and reliable (*α* = .86). **Social Support** was measured by a generated an item: "To what extent do you feel that you are receiving support from family or friends?" with following single-choice answers from 1 (none) to 5 (fully). **Psychological well-being** was measured using the Scale of Psychological Well-being (Ryff 1989; Ryff, Keyes 1995) in the Polish adaptation of Krok (2009). It encompasses six distinct dimensions of wellness (Autonomy, Environmental Mastery, Personal Growth, Positive Relations with Others, Purpose in Life, Self-Acceptance). The scale consists of 42 items rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale from 1 (never) to 7 (always). The alpha coefficient for reliability ranges from.72 to.86. **Life satisfaction** was measured by the Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, and Griffin 1985) contains a 5-items in the adaptation of Jankowski (2015). It is a widely used self-report instrument for evaluating individual global cognitive judgments of one's life satisfaction. It measures a judgmental component of subjective well-being, assesses satisfaction with the respondent's life as a whole, not only specified to the specific domain as health or finances. The tool might be used with a wide range of age groups and applications. Evidence for the validity and reliability *α* = .81, *r*~*test*−*retest*~ = .86 of the scale is present (Jankowski 2015). **Intention to leave** was measured by a single item: "To what extent did your intention to return to Poland or move to another country intensify after the Brexit referendum?" with following single-choice answers from 1 (none) to 5 (fully).

Results {#sec015}
=======

Preliminary analysis {#sec016}
--------------------

At first, we tested the data for Common Method Bias \[[@pone.0236168.ref055]\]. We used Harman's single-factor approach. If a single factor emerges or one general factor will account for most of the covariance among the measures, then it is concluded that a substantial amount of common method variance is present. In our case, we obtained 28 factors or when fixed to a single factor, and it explains 25% of the common variance. Thus, we conclude that common method bias is not present in our study.

Hypotheses testing {#sec017}
------------------

[Table 1](#pone.0236168.t001){ref-type="table"} reports the intercorrelations, means, standard deviations, and reliabilities of study variables. In general, high correlations among variables like stress, psychological well-being, life satisfaction, social support corresponds with the past reports from the literature.

10.1371/journal.pone.0236168.t001

###### Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations of study variables.

![](pone.0236168.t001){#pone.0236168.t001g}

  No.   Name                        M        SD      *α*   1                                               2                                               3                                            4                                               5                                               6                                               7
  ----- --------------------------- -------- ------- ----- ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------- ---
  1     NCS                         3.01     .49     NA    1                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
  2     NCC                         3.07     .54     NA    .55[\*\*\*](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}    1                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
  3     Social support 3            3.23     1.21    NA    -.11[\*\*\*](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   -.12[\*\*](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}     1                                                                                                                                                                                            
  4     Perceived Stress            16.89    7.19    NA    .21[\*\*](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}      21[\*\*](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}       -.12                                         1                                                                                                                                               
  5     Intention to leave the UK   2.20     1.28    .88   .21[\*\*\*](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}    .29[\*\*\*](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}    -.11[\*](#t001fn002){ref-type="table-fn"}    .35[\*\*\*](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}    1                                                                                               
  6     Psychological well-being    208.57   43.62   .86   -.19[\*\*\*](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   -.23[\*\*\*](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .16[\*\*](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}   -.60[\*\*\*](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   -.26[\*\*\*](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   1                                               
  7     Life satisfaction           20.43    6.30    .74   -.08                                            -.16                                            .15                                          -.57[\*\*\*](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   -.26[\*\*](#t001fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}     -.63[\*\*\*](#t001fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   1

NCS = negative change in attitude or behaviour of supervisors (NCC = co-workers, corresponding). n from 148 to 549.

\* p \<.05;

\*\* p \<.01;

\*\*\* p \<.001.

Hypothesis one stating that respondents observed the NCS and NCC after Brexit vote has been partially supported. Only 14% of respondents noticed NCC, while 81% did not notice any change, and 5% noticed a positive change after Brexit vote. When it comes to the supervisors, only 9% of respondents report, they noticed NCS, 84% did not notice any change, and 7% noticed a positive change after Brexit vote. The following hypotheses (H2 to H5) were tested in the form of introduced model using Structural Equation Modelling (SEM; [Fig 3](#pone.0236168.g003){ref-type="fig"}). We used Mplus software to build and estimate the model \[[@pone.0236168.ref056]\] and employed Maximum Likelihood Robust (MLR) procedure. Hypothesis two stating that the NCS and NCC increase the level of PSS has been supported. The results show a small positive correlation between NSC and PSS (λ = .18, p \<.001) and NCC and PSS (λ = .27, p \<.001). Both variables explain 18% of the variance of PSS. To test hypothesis three, we built the second, alternative model including social support as a moderator of the relationship of NCC and PSS (*χ*2(13) = 39.32; *χ*2/df = 3.02; RMSEA = .061\[.040---.083\], TLI = 898; CFI = 827). The main model fitted data significantly better (Satorra-Bentler Scaled *χ*2(3) = 25.29, p = 001), thus we dropped social support as a moderator of NCC and PSS from the main model (RMSEA = 051; TLI \>.87; CFI \>.90; see [Fig 3](#pone.0236168.g003){ref-type="fig"}). All path coefficients in the main model are significant (p \<.001).

![Structural Equation Model of the effect of after vote NCS and NCC, PSS and its outcomes.](pone.0236168.g003){#pone.0236168.g003}

Hypothesis three stating that the social support moderates the relationship between NCS and NCC and PSS, has been partially supported. The results show a significant, negative correlation between social support and path of NSC and PSS (λ = -.13, p \<.01). Based on the rejected model, the hypothesis was not supported for the NCC. Hypothesis four stating that the PSS increases the level of intention to leave the UK has been supported. There is a positive correlation between PSS and intention to leave the UK (λ = 44, p \<.01), Hypothesis five stating that PSS decreases the level of PWB and life satisfaction has been supported. The results show a moderate, negative correlation between PSS and PWB (λ = -.67, p \<.001), PSS and life satisfaction (λ = -.32, p \<.001). Hypothesis three stating that the social support moderates the relationship between NCS and NCC and PSS, has been partially supported. The results show a significant, negative correlation between social support and path of NSC and PSS (λ = -.13, p \<.01). Based on the rejected model, the hypothesis was not supported for the NCC. Hypothesis four stating that the PSS increases the level of intention to leave the UK has been supported. There is a positive correlation between PSS and intention to leave the UK (λ = 44, p \<.01), Hypothesis five stating that PSS decreases the level of PWB and life satisfaction has been supported. The results show a moderate, negative correlation between PSS and PWB (λ = -.67, p \<.001), PSS and life satisfaction (λ = -.32, p \<.001).

Discussion {#sec018}
==========

Our study provides the evidence-based understanding of factors affecting personal well-being of Polish immigrants living in the UK in the face of a significant political change --the Brexit vote. Although the previous study shows that there is a notably rising number of racist hate crimes committed towards immigrants after Brexit vote \[[@pone.0236168.ref003]\], only a small percentage of the participants reported negative changes in attitude or behaviour of supervisors (9%) and co-workers (14%) towards them. It is worth mentioning that the participants noted a positive change (7%) for their supervisors---only a two percentage points lower in comparison to a negative change. More importantly, if we take co-workers into account, a percentage for negative changes is higher (14%) and, in turn, lower for positive aspects of their behaviour and attitude towards each other. While looking for a reasonable explanation, one should note that people tend to have more co-workers than supervisors which simply means higher exposure to behavioural outcomes. From more theoretical perspective, some prevailing theories on management and leadership may provide explanation for the above-mentioned results. It has been well-established that supervisors influence subordinates' working conditions, well-being, and job strain, directly and indirectly \[[@pone.0236168.ref057], [@pone.0236168.ref058]\]. A longitudinal study conducted by Winkler, Busch, Clasen and Vowinkel \[[@pone.0236168.ref059]\] confirms that changes in leadership behaviours predict changes in job satisfaction and well-being in low-skilled workers. The researchers stated that subordinates' and supervisors' individual power distance orientations will moderate the effect of subordinates' perceptions of leadership behaviour and the subsequent effects on their well-being. This is especially valid when it comes to a highly culturally diverse work setting. Building on the leader-member exchange theory which sustains that high-quality exchanges create more opportunities for interactions, work support, and the exchange of organizational and job-related information, subordinates with high power distance orientation do not undermine authority. In turn, those with low power distance orientation, expect more equality in hierarchical levels and maintain more personalized relationships with authority figures \[[@pone.0236168.ref060]\]. Our research finding suggests that there is a positive relation between perceived stress of employees and a negative change in their supervisors and co-workers' attitude or behaviour. This result may have a two-fold explanation. On the one hand, experiencing NCS and NCC may trigger stress reactions as, in the light of unfavourable Brexit news, an immigrant may perceive any behavioural change as a potential threat which, in turn, induces stressful reactions. NCS and NCC may be displayed through changes in fair procedures and following the relational model of procedural justice developed by Tyler and Lind \[[@pone.0236168.ref061]\], it may have an impact on relational bonds among people and group authorities, e.g., supervisors, managers. On the other hand, on the basis of uncertainty management theory \[[@pone.0236168.ref019]\], the mechanisms of fairness judgments affecting work behaviours may be explained through the concept of uncertainty. Polish migrants experiencing uncertainty due to a rapid political change may focus explicitly on fairness information which may relate to the trustworthiness of the authority in a decision-making situation. On the other hand, our research shows that only 18% variance of PSS is explained by NCC and NCS which may be interpreted that there were other factors influencing intensified perceived stress---or possibly stressful reactions may have occurred as a prime factor. Brexit itself may have induced the general feeling of being in an unfavourable position as immigrant workers which stands in line with a study of Gumbrell-McCormick and Hyman \[[@pone.0236168.ref016]\] where Polish workers were classified as "labour threat" to UK citizens. With this in mind, the Brexit vote may have elevated their stress level connected with unstable working conditions. As a result, their attitude, expectations, performance in workplace may have changed onto more suspicious and prone to any comments made by supervisors and co-workers. Research shows that the psychological culmination of identity and status changes for immigrants is likely to be a constant source of insecurity: perceived uncertainty about the continuation or viability of one's circumstances---inside and outside work \[[@pone.0236168.ref062]\]. Generally speaking, job insecurity has negative outcomes, such as increased withdrawal, declining job attitudes and performance, and poor mental and physical health \[[@pone.0236168.ref063]\]. The issue of authority and its perception by employees may exemplify an interesting result that social support plays a stress-reducing role for NCS but not for NCC. When a supervisor displays a negative change in his or her behaviour towards an employee, this may trigger more stressful reaction than in the case of a change of behaviour of a co-worker. Supervisors are representatives of authority of the organization. Building on social exchange theory \[[@pone.0236168.ref064]\], Eisenberger and colleagues \[[@pone.0236168.ref065]\] proposed that employees are attentive to cues about whether they are supported by their organizations. When organizations provide favourable treatment, employees feel that the organization cares about their contributions and values their well-being, which motivates them to reciprocate with strengthened affective commitment, enhanced performance, increased citizenship, and decreased withdrawal. The extensive research has corroborated these propositions by presenting that support from supervisors is a primary contributor to feeling supported by the organization \[[@pone.0236168.ref066]\]. Our study showed that PSS decreases the level of PWB and life satisfaction. These findings stand in line with the previous research which shows that PSS is negatively associated with PWB, resilience, life satisfaction, and mindfulness \[[@pone.0236168.ref067], [@pone.0236168.ref068]\]. High level of stress decrease self-protection mechanisms against negative stimuli and situations. Persons who experience constant stress have a lower level of resistance, which affects other psychological resources. PSS is significantly correlated with subjects' subjective cognitive patterns \[[@pone.0236168.ref069]\]. The results of our study support the literature in this regard. Perceived stress of Polish migrants has been found to intensify their intention to leave the UK. It casts a new light on the recent public statistics which show that there has been a rise in the number of European citizens leaving the UK since Brexit vote. Those who experience a possible threat to their everyday existence, focus on relocation to ensure the safety of their own and their families. Referring this finding to an organisational context, \[[@pone.0236168.ref039]\] have found that perceived organisational support fully mediates the existing relationship between stress and intention to leave. The study conducted by Arnoux-Nicolas, Sovet, Lhotellier, Di Fabio, and Bernaud \[[@pone.0236168.ref070]\] shows that stressful working conditions (including, e.g. work pressure, lack of resources, organisational changes) were positively and significantly associated with turnover intentions. On the other hand, it has to be mentioned that our study explored whether the intention to leave UK has been intensified after the Brexit vote which could simply mean that the intention to move countries existed beforehand. Those who intend to leave UK may experience more stress in general which corresponds with the research stating that moving countries is a stressful life transition \[[@pone.0236168.ref071]\]. Job insecurity and uncertainty about the future may be linked with settling down in a new place or going back to a homeland. Summing up, Polish and British co-existence in a workplace setting has not changed much after the Brexit vote. Polish migrant workers reported almost the same percentage of negative and positive changes in attitude and behaviour of co-workers and supervisors---both were low. In turn, it may be assumed that British supervisors and co-workers did not display any form of discriminant or antisocial behaviour towards this minority group. Possibly these two cultures of workers have established a bond which stands above any politically induced divisions.

Future research directions {#sec019}
--------------------------

Our major limitations relate to the work tenure of participants which we did not take into account and which may have affected participants' perception on work relations. Future research may explore possible negative changes in the work environment due to external political conditions through the lenses of interactional justice and supervisory ratings of antisocial work behaviours. Additionally, fairness judgments should be taken into consideration in the light of the social comparison theory. It would also be interesting to conduct a more in-depth study indicating specific antisocial behaviours experienced by immigrants. When it comes to the PWB of immigrants, it would be worth to undertake a study investigating the role of psychological resources of an individual applied, for instance, in the form of coping strategies. Future research could also benefit from exploring a mediating role of social support more in depth.

10.1371/journal.pone.0236168.r001
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Reviewer \#1: The heart of this article is a good experiment, which is certainly worthy of publication. There are several flaws that mean that the article will require substantial revision before this should occur.

First, the standard of English is not adequate, though it is close. Most paragraphs had at least one phrase which suggested it was written by a non-native speaker and which interfered with swift interpretation. At times, I was unable to be sure I understood the authors\' intended meaning. Due to the number of errors, I have not attempted to correct them, but suggest the authors engage a professional editor.
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Second, the authors have assumed that the Brexit vote led to negative changes in attitudes toward Polish workers, and that this led to a range of negative psychological consequences.

Ad 5. (Dear Reviewer Thank You for pointing this out. It was not our intention to show Brexit as negative phenomenon. We changed some parts of text to add more positive context and be closer to objective perspective.)

I thought one of the most interesting findings was the extent to which the Brexit vote did not lead to negative changes in attitudes toward Polish workers. The proportion reporting a negative change for their supervisors was only two percentage points higher than reporting a positive change, and both were low. No statistical testing was conducted, and it isn\'t immediately obvious what sort would be most appropriate. Indeed, this might depend on what one intended for the results. Looking at this result as a measure of how British society has reacted to the vote suggests that it hasn\'t changed the perspectives of supervisors much at all. The relatively small number of respondents who reported any change in either direction is notable, and the bipolarity of this movement is notable. On the face of it, this looks like a null hypothesis to me, since one might expect that at least a small proportion of people would report a change even if there were not one. One might also expect that some people would assume the direction would be negative, and that this might account for the small difference.

The difference was more marked in the change in the attitudes of coworkers, but still not overwhelming.

On the whole, these results are worth discussing, not least in the context of the literature which argues that right-wing anti-globalisation will increase stress for minorities (see eg Macgregor-Bowles and Bowles, 2017. Trump, Brexit, Right-wing Anti-globalisation, and An Uncertain Future for Public Health). In short, the authors should integrate their findings with the social science literature beyond psychology, especially in a multi-disciplinary journal like PLOS ONE.

Ad 5. (Dear Reviewer. We agree with Your arguments and this can be a limitation of this research. In our revised manuscript we were trying to take a broader perspective that reflects the social nature of this phenomenon.)

The difference in the apparent reactions to Brexit from co-workers and supervisors is especially interesting. It could be due to several factors. Most basically, people tend to have more co-workers than supervisors, so there are more opportunities to perceive a negative change, and this is important when most people don\'t perceive any change at all. Additionally, supervisors may feel less threatened by Polish workers as they do not represent such intense competition for jobs (and may represent a pool of relatively cheap, but highly skilled labour). Alternatively, supervisors may operate in social circles in which xenophobia is more sharply condemned than their workers. Another possibility is that supervisors may also be aware of their positions of authority and the need to moderate their behaviour or could more strictly constrain their behaviour. Alternatively, they may simply be more attuned to the possibility that their Polish workers may be at risk of feeling marginalised following the Brexit vote. Assessing the results by geographic area of the respondent would be interesting.

Ad 5. (Dear Reviewer we assessed the differences in perceived change in attitude/behaviour between region of residence of respondents. There are no significant statistical differences between regions in change in coworkers and supervisors in post hoc Befferoni tests.)

We thank the reviewer for this interesting observation and conclusion. We applied this in the discussion.

Third, in setting up and interpreting the experiment, the authors have assumed the direction of the causal arrow. They assume that Poles who say that they have experienced a negative change in the attitude or behaviour of supervisors have actually experienced this. While this is almost certainly true in some cases, it should not be assumed for all cases. It might be that people who experience elevated levels of perceived stress or decreased levels of wellbeing are more likely to interpret the words or actions of their supervisors as discriminatory. If Brexit has added to their stress due to feeling generally unwanted by the UK, or uncertainty about their futures, then it could be that they will project this general feeling onto the people in their lives such as coworkers and supervisors.

Response: (Due to cross-sectional nature of the study, we had tested the alternative model with perceived stress and well-being being independent variables in the casual model. The model has been identified but there are no statistically significant relationships. Thus, we cannot empirically assume that people who experience elevated levels of perceived stress or decreased levels of wellbeing are more likely to interpret the words or actions of their supervisors as discriminatory and at the same time, report it in our study.)

It might also be that people whose stress was increased by Brexit began to perform less well at work, leading to comments or behaviours that they then interpreted as discriminatory. It is plausible that these pathways account for a reasonable amount of the observed correlations, and they need to be discussed in the paper.

Response: (We didn't include such mediator as job performance in our study, thus we cannot test the hypothesis proposed by the reviewer of mediating role of job performance between perceived stress and perceived negative behaviour. However, we do agree that in some cases this relationship might be possible.)

This is another area where the causal arrow might point two directions. Perhaps those already intending to leave the UK perceive more stress. Moving countries is stressful! It is also possible that those intending to leave the UK perceive discrimination more readily as confirmation bias. This also needs discussion.

Response: (We also estimated the model with intention to leave the UK being independent variable for negative attitude change of coworkers and supervisor with mediating role of perceived stress and well-being. The goodness-of-fit indexes are not supporting the model. Thus, the hypothesis of the reviewer that intending to leave the UK perceive more stress and then result in perceived negative attitude changes.)

Fourth, a little more information about the methods would be useful. Specifically, how was it confirmed that Polish participants had British supervisors, and that they were talking about British coworkers (one can imagine that many had coworkers from the UK and a variety of other countries)?

Response: (We measures this using two questions indicating the possible change in behaviour or attitude of their British coworkers or supervisors:

Have you noticed a change in the attitude/behaviour of your British co-workers towards you after the Brexit referendum?

• I have seen a very positive change in the behaviour of British coworkers

• I have seen a positive change in the attitude/behaviour of British coworkers

• I have not noticed any change in the attitude/behaviour of British coworkers

• I have seen a negative change in the attitude/behaviour of British coworkers

• I have seen a very negative change in the attitude/behaviour of British coworkers

Have you noticed a change in the attitude/behaviour of your British supervisors towards you after the Brexit referendum?

• I have seen a very positive change in the attitude/behaviour of British supervisors

• I have seen a positive change in the attitude/behaviour of British supervisors

• I have not noticed any change in the attitude/behaviour of British supervisors

• I have seen a negative change in the attitude/behaviour of British supervisors

• I have seen a very negative change in the attitude/behaviour of British supervisors

Additionally, how did the authors ensure that participants had been in their jobs long enough to make good observations about changes in their supervisor and coworkers?

Response: (Unfortunately, we haven't measured the work tenue. However, we were interested in the subjective perception of the changes of participants regardless the employment length. We agree with the reviewer it would be interesting to see if work tenue have any relationship with change in behaviour observations.)
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